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31 January 1994

MEMORANDUM
TO: Michael Babcock, Building Inspector
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E. Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: FORGE HILL VILLAGE (TANNER) SITE PLAN
SITE FIELD COMPLETION REVIEW
MHE JOB NO. 87-56.2/T 93-15

This memorandum shall confirm our field review on the afternoon of
28 January 1994 of the subject project with regard to the completion
of key site improvements in connection with buildings "A" and "B" of
the project.

It should be noted, for future reference, that it was difficult to
perform the site review of this project due to the significant snow
and ice accumulations during this period. The project had some snow
removals completed for the parking lot and some sidewalk areas at the
time of our visit; however, accumulated snow made it difficult to
verify completion of sidewalks, landscaping, etc. in many areas. At
the time of our visit, Ted Tanner was with us to "walk us thru" the
site, advising us of the status of various elements.

Based on our field review and the indications of Mr. Tanner, the
following items appear incomplete at this time (relative to Buildings
A & B):

1. Finish paving (2150 S.Y. X $3.50 = $7225)

2. Site lighting posts (3 X $900 = $2700)

3. Building mounted lights (3 X $250 = $750)

4. Paver-type sidewalks (100 S.Y. X $35 = $3500)

5. Handicapped parking signs (3 X $100 = $300)

6. Handicapped parking space delineation (3 X $25 = $75)

7. Standard parking space delineation (580 LF X $.40 = $232)
8. Landscaping (LS $ 1,000)

Based on the best evaluation possible at this time and based on the
estimates noted above, it is my opinion that the performance guarantee
related to the completion of key site improvements for buildings A and
B should be established as $15,782.00

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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Forge Hill Village Memorandum 31 January 1994
_2_

In discussions with Mr. and Mrs. Tanner, they should be advised that a
follow-up review will be made upon their completion of the work and,
at that time, it is likely that weather will permit a more complete
review of the site. As such, they should be advised that a more
complete review will be made at that time and further evaluation will
be made relative to the completion status of the work.

Should you have any questions concerning the above, please do not
hesitate to contact me at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

McGQEY, HAUSER and EDSALL
co ING/ENGZNEERS, P.C.

Mapk dsall, P.E.
Plannihg [Board Engineer

MJEsh
cc: Myra Mason, Planning Board Secretary

a:forgehl.sh
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FORGE HILL, COUNTRY FURNITURE

MR. EDSALL: Second, the technical question which I
just want to affirm something I’ve gotten asked for the
Forge Hill Country Furniture site plan that the board
approved over on 94 the Tanner property. Normally as
you know it’s been the procedure to bond those
uncompleted improvements relative to whatever building
they are asking for a C.0. on so we basically split up
the site and just take the area in connection with that
building and say you have got to bond that. Ted Tanner
indicates that he has no problem with that procedure
with the exception of the finished paving which he says
no matter what happens, you can’t do until the very end
because while construction is ongoing, he doesn’t want
to put the top course down. He’d like to see the top
course paving item added to the last building.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Correct.

MR. EDSALL: If the board has no problem with that
approach, it just means that there’s going to be a
bigger hook on the last building but he can go further
without the bonding.

MR. DUBALDI: No problem.

MR. EDSALL: He’s got a problem because if we collect
it, it may be years before the last building is
started.

MR. PETRO: He'’s doing a number one job there. I wish
everybody built like that.

MR. EDSALL: We’ll work with him on everything he can’t
do because it’s constructed because of the
construction. You have no problem with us sliding it
towards the end?

MR. PETRO: No.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If you make the guy bond the top
course, the trouble is when they drop trailers and bull
dozers, the road looks like heck.
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MR. EDSALL: I’m the first guy to agree but I wanted to
let you know that is where we’re headed.

MR. PETRO: No problemn.
MR. DUBALDI: I make a motion we adjourn.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

ROLL CALL:

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. LANDER ~ AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Respectfully Submitted By:

/ ' o
AN N L G
N‘,':/\' }\U\Iﬂl l//\ s \ 73\\'}\ : L\\/\
Frances Roth

Sterlograher
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WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
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30 June 1993

MEMORANDUM
TO: Michael Babcock, Building Inspector
FROM: Mark J. Edsall, P.E., Planning Board Engineer

SUBJECT: FORGE HILL VILLAGE SITE PLAN
PLANNING BOARD NO. 90-7/93-15

This memorandum shall confirm that on the afternoon of 29 June 1993 we
visited the subject site to perform an inspection relative to the
status of the site improvements. Specifically, a review is made with

regard to the site improvements in connection with building B of the
project.

It was noted that the front and rear parking areas have had shale
placed; however, the finish work for the parking lot was not
installed. 1In addition to this basic item, all the related sidewalks,
lighting, landscaping, signage and other such improvements have not
been installed. No handicapped access is available to the building
and no handicapped parking has been constructed in this area.

In line with the above, it is my opinion that the majority of the site
improvements have not been constructed. Further, since code related
items for handicapped accessibility, etc. have not been constructed, ..
it is my opinion that a Certificate of Occupancy should not be issued,
as per state code and the standard procedures used for site plans.

Respectfully submitted,

, , Y 4 P
;/'l ;//./, . ."'_" \//,/

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.

Principal

MJEss

cc: *Fames<PetroiPlanning Board Chairman

a:forgehl.ss

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania




June 28, 1993 - 47

FORMAL DECTISIONS:

1. FORGE HILL COUNTRY FURNITURE
2. PRUDENTIAL RELOCATION MANAGEMENT

a
-

MR. TORLEY: What'’s your pleasure about the formal
decisions?

MR. TANNER: I think we have to adopt them separately
for the voting purposes.

FORGE HILI, COUNTRY FURNITURE
MR. HOGAN: I move we accept the formal decision.

MR. LANGANKE: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. TORLEY AYE

MR. HOGAN AYE

MR. TANNER ABSTAIN
MR. LANGANKE AYE

PRUDENTIAL RELOCATION MANAGEMENT
MR. TANNER: Make a motion we accept.

MR. HOGAN: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. TORLEY AYE
MR. HOGAN AYE
MR. TANNER AYE
MR. LANGANKE AYE

MR. TANNER: I make a motion we adjourn.
MR. HOGAN: Second it.
ROLL CALL

MR. TORLEY AYE
MR. HOGAN AYE
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MR. TANNER AYE
MR. LANGANKE AYE

-
-

f/z\jectfully Submitted By:
Frances Roth \c\’b

{
Stenographer i




ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

——————————————————————————————————————— x
In the Matter of the Application
DECISION GRANTING
of AREA VARIANCES
FORGE HILIL COUNTRY FURNITURE
#93-9
——————————————————————————————————————— x

WHEREAS, FORGE HILL COUNTRY FURNITURE, 815 Blooming Grove
Tpk., New Windsor, New York, 12553, has made application before
the Zoning Board of Appeals for the following variances:

1. 12.47 ft. building height on Building A,

2. 13 ft. building height on Building B,

3. 12 £t. building height on Building C,

4, 14.67 ft. building height on Building D, and
5. 13 ft. total both side yards,

in order to construct the proposed buildings shown on the amended
Phase 2 site plan for the applicant's property at the above
address, in a C zone; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held on the 26th day of April,
1993, before the Zoning Board of Appeals at the Town Hall, 555
Union Avenue, New Windsor, N. Y.,; and

WHEREAS, the applicant was represented at said public
hearing by Edward C. Tanner, who appeared on behalf of the
applicant and spoke in support of the application; and

WHEREAS, there was one (1) spectator present at the public
hearing, to wit, Dr. Allen Kroe, the immediately adjacent next
door neighbor to the subject parcel, who spoke in support of the
application and who felt that the proposed project will enhance
the area; and

WHEREAS, the Board received a letter, dated April 22, 1993,
from Scott G. Fish, Chief of Design and Construction, Palisades
Interstate Park Commission, which state agency is the immediately
adjacent next door neighbor to the subject property on the
opposite side from Dr. Kroe, and which said letter indicated that
Mr. Fish was under the impression that all approvals were granted
previously by the town, that the applicant had been excellent
neighbors, and that Mr. Fish would like to see the matter
resolved in favor of the applicants; and

WHEREAS, the Board received copies of the following
correspondence:

1. Letter, dated April 22, 1993, from Dorothy M. Morris,
addressed to Hon. George Green, in support of the application on
the grounds that there is a need in New Windsor for the type of

-



businesses being attracted to the applicant's location, that the
proposal is in keeping with the historical nature of the area and
that it will enhance the Town of New Windsor in many ways;

2. Letter, dated April 20, 1993, from Jay Dreyfus and Gini
Dreyfus of Ringtrue Airdales, addressed to Mr. James Petro,
Chairman, Planning Board, which was in support of the application
on the grounds that the applicants are highly regarded in a
number of diverse fields and have brought their expertise to the
Town of New Windsor, which otherwise would only be available at a
much greater distance from the town and that they are an asset to
the community;

3. Letter, dated april 26, 1993, from Ms. Kathleen Cox, a
tenant at the applicant's property, addressed to Mr. James Petro,
Planning Board Chairman, which is in support of the application
on the grounds that it will increase Ms. Cox's business and
provide greater convenience for her customers, and that she chose
the applicant's site because of the excellent design and care the
applicant takes in preserving the historic flavor of the
community;

4. Letter, undated, from Anthony Pirraglia, D.C., addressed
to Mr. James Petro, Planning Board Chairman, which was in support
of the application on the grounds that it is a definite asset to
the Town of New Windsor; and

WHEREAS, the Board received from one Agnes Cavalari, a copy
of its notice of public hearing in this matter upon which Mrs.
Cavalari indicated her support of applicant's proposal; and

WHEREAS, the Board received a letter, dated April 12, 1993,
from Elias D. Grevas, L.S. of Grevas and Hildreth, P.C., Land
Surveyors, which explained that at the time the applicant's site
prlan was prepared and presented for approval to the Town of New
Windsor Planning Board, the applicant had been advised that the
Town Board was considering a change in the Zoning Local Law which
would result in the maximum building height allowed being 6
inches per foot of distance to the nearest lot line and that
based upon his conversations with the Town Supervisor and
Attorney for the Town, it appeared that the change was a
certainty. Mr. Grevas indicated that due to the size and shape
of the property, the site plan was designed to have the benefit
of the proposed change in the local law. Consequently, the site
plan which was granted final approval by the Planning Board
contained a note that the building heights would be in accordance
with the local law in effect at the time a building permit was
requested. Inasmuch as the said proposed change in the local law
has not been adopted by the Town of New Windsor, and the
applicant is ready to proceed with construction, the instant

application for relief by way of a variance is now before this
Board; and

WHEREAS, the application was unopposed; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New
Windsor makes the following findings of fact in this matter:




1. The notice of public hearing was duly sent to residents
and businesses as prescribed by law and published in The
Sentinel, also as required by law.

2. The evidence shows that the applicant is seeking
permission to vary the provisions of the bulk regulations
relating to building height and required total side yards--in
order to construct the proposed buildings shown on the amended
Phase 2 site plan for the applicant's property located on a
parcel of land at 815 Blooming Grove Tpk., New Windsor, N. Y. in
a C zone.

3. The evidence presented by the applicant substantiated
the fact that a variance for more than the allowable maximum
building heights and less than the required total side vyards
would be required in order to allow construction of the proposed
buildings on the applicant's lot, which otherwise would conform
to the bulk regulations in the C zone.

4. The evidence presented on behalf of the applicant
indicated that the subject site was proposed for development,
with the buildings shown on the submitted site plan in 1987. The
project was ultimately approved by the Planning Board in 1989.

5. The evidence presented by the applicant further
indicated that at the time the project was approved, the maximum
allowed building height was, and still remains, 4 inches per foot
of distance to the nearest lot line. The applicant was advised
at the time that the Town Board was considering an amendment to
the Zoning Local Law which would revise the maximum building
height in the C zone to 6 inches per foot of distance to the
nearest lot line. Since this proposed amendment to the Zoning
Local Law permitted the applicant greater flexibility in
designing and siting buildings on the applicant's parcel, the
site plan submitted to the Planning Board was predicated upon the
proposed amendment to the Zoning Local Law, which the applicant,
after investigation by his design professionals, was assured was
an imminent change. The site plan was thus approved using the
proposed 6 inches per foot of distance to the nearest lot line as
the maximum building height parameter and a note was placed on
the approved site plan to the effect that the building heights
would be in accordance with the provisions of the Zoning Local
Law in effect at the time that the building permit was requested
by the applicant, assuming that by that point in time, the local
law would have been amended.

6. The evidence presented by the applicant further
indicated that the Town Board has yet to amend the local law in
the particular concerning maximum building height which was
anticipated although, the applicant continues to be told that
such change is still being considered by the Town Board and is
imminent. The applicant makes the instant proposal to this Board
in order to seek relief from the "as yet unchanged" maximum
building height requirement of 4 inches per foot of distance to
the nearest lot line, since the applicant now is ready to proceed
with construction pursuant to the previously approved site plan.




7. It is the finding of this Board that the applicant's
proposal is substantially the same as the proposal which was
previously submitted to, and approved by, the Town of New Windsor
Planning Board. Since the project was designed based upon a
design parameter which the applicant had been assured would be
changed in the Zoning Local Law, the only alternative the
applicant would have at this point in time is to redesign-the
entire project to conform to the maximum building height
requirement of 4 inches per foot of distance to the nearest lot
line. Given the applicant's reliance upon assurances that the
local law would be amended, and the three to four year delay in
amending the local law, it is the finding of this Board that
reuiring the applicant to redesign his project at this point in
time would cause undue hardship and would not in any way benefit
the orderly development and health, safety and welfare of the
community.

8. Upon reviewing the evidence submitted by the applicant
it appeared that some minor variations had been proposed to the
site plan previously approved by the Planning Board, to wit, one
building is slightly higher due to incorporation of a cupula; one
building has been changed slightly in size to accommodate
standard material sizing; one building has been moved further
back on the site to allow a two-way traffic circulation in order
to improve traffic safety on the site; and one building has been
made slightly larger in order to better serve the needs of
proposed tenants and become a more economically viable rental
space. It is the finding of this Board that none of these
changes so dramatlcally effect the project, as originally
proposed that'%§§ make the proposal previously approved by the
Planning Board dramatically unlike the instant proposal.

9. It appeared from the evidence presented by the appllcant
that a variance for less than the required total side vards is
necessary since the new construction reduces the provided total
side yards to 57 ft. and the C zone requires total side yards of
70 ft. consequently a variance of 13 ft. total side yards is
requested by the applicant.

10. It is the finding of this Board that thg existing set
backs for the existing one and one-half story &%%€ house and the
existing retail store are nonconforming pre-existing conditions
which have existed on the site since prior to the adoption of the
Zoning Local Law of the Town of New Windsor, New York.
Consequently, it is not necessary for this Board to address the
sasw+ng deficlencies in front yard and side yard for these
existing buildings since the same are pre-existing, nonconforming
conditions. The Board does at this time address the deficiency
in the required total side yards since that deficiency is being
created by the proposed new construction of the applicant.

11. It is the finding of this Board that the requested
variance for total side yards was inherent in the applicant's
prior application for site plan approval but apparently was
overlooked at the time. Consequently, the said variance request
is still generated by the original proposal, previously approved
by the Planning Board although the same was not referred to the




Zoning Board of Appeals at that time.

12. It is the finding of this Board that the applicant’'s
proposals are substantially the same as those which were approved
by the Planning Board approximately four years ago. It appears
from the evidence submitted by the applicant, that these
proposals have not generated any adverse comment from the.public,
but, quite the contrary, have generated substantial positive
comment from the community, especially positive comment from the
immediately adjacent neighbor, the Palisades Interstate Park
Commission which operates the adjacent Knox Headquarters state
historic site.

13. @Given the unanimous favorable reaction to the
applicant's proposals, and the applicant's good= falth effort to
comply with what the applicant believed was a seemed-to-be
adopted change in the Zoning Local Law, it is the finding of this
Board that the requested area variances, if granted, will not
blight the proper and orderly development and general welfare of
the community, since the proposal conforms to the character of
the neighborhood and will not be a detriment to nearby
properties.

14. The evidence presented by the applicant substantiated
the fact that these variances, if granted, will not have a
negative impact on the physical or environmental conditions in
the neighborhood since they will fit in well with the present
mixed uses in the neighborhood and surrounding zoning districts.

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of New
Windsor makes the following conclusions of law in this matter:

1. The requested variance will not produce an undesirable
change in the character of the neighborhood or create a detriment
to nearby properties.

2. There is no other feasible method available to applicant
which can produce the benefits sought other than the wvariance
procedure.

3. The requested variances are substantial in relation to
the bulk regulations. However, this Board has concluded that the
granting of the requested substantial variances are warranted
here because of the applicant's good-faith reliance upon what was
proposed, and still is proposed, as an amendment to the maximum
building height permitted in the Z2oning Local Law for the C zone.
In addition, this Board has concluded that the substantial
variance for total side yards is consistent given the existing
conditions on the site and in the nelghborhood which reflect
nonconforming, pre- existing side yards which (Y substantially
less than what is now required in the C zone. The requested
variances, though very substantial, do notjdramatically depart
from conditions in the nelghborhood that they constitute an
adverse impact on the health, safety and welfare of the public.

4. The requested variances will not have an adverse effect
or impact on the physical or environmental conditions in the




neighborhood or zoning district.

5. The difficulty the applicant faces in conforming to the
bulk regulations is partially self-created. The applicant's
reliance upon a proposed change in the Zoning Local Law which
would permit greater maximum building heights mus;rp§nviewed as a
self-created difficulty. However, the applicant zelief upon his
design professionals and contacts with the Town Supervisor, the
Town Board and the Attorney for the Town, all of which indicated _
that the proposed amendment to the Zoning Local Law was emiment. TAMINENT,
It was entirely reasonable for the applicant to rely on these
assurances. Since the necessary amendment to the Zoning Local
Law was not adopted before the applicant was ready to pursue
construction under the approved site plan, the applicant is
seeking to overcome this difficulty in the appropriate manner by
submitting the instant application to this Board.

6. It is the finding of this Board that the benefit to the
applicant, if the requested variances are granted, outweighs the
detriment to the health, safety and welfare of the neighborhood
or community by such grant.

7. It is the further finding of this Board that the
requested variances are the minimum variances necessary and
adequate to allow the applicant relief from the requirements of
the bulk regulations and at the same time preserve and protect
the character of the neighborhood and the health, safety and
welfare of the community.

8. The interests of justice will be served by allowing the
granting of the requested variances. "

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT

RESOLVED, that the Zoning Board of Appeals of the Town of
New Windsor GRANT the following variances: (1) 12.47 ft.
building height on Building A, (2) 13 ft. building height on
Building B, (3) 12 ft. building height on Building C, (4) 14.67
ft. building height on Building D, and (5) 13 ft. total both side
vards in order to construct the proposed buildings shown on the
amended Phase 2 site plan for applicant's property at the above
address in a C zone, as sought by the applicant in accordance

with plans filed with the Building Inspector and presented at the
public hearing.

BE IT FURTHER,

RESOLVED, that the Secretary of the Zoning Board of Appeals
of the Town of New Windsor transmit a copy of this decision to
the Town Clerk, Town Planning Board and the applicant.

Dated: June 28, 1993.

(ZBADISK#10~B.TXT) év"’“f“‘* m/

Chairman C/
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PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 06/29/93
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
ESCROW

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-15

NAME: FORGE HILL VILLAGE - AMENDED PHASE II S.P.
APPLICANT: TANNER, TED

--DATE-- DESCRIPTION--===-=-=- TRANS AMT-CHG AMT-PAID
*04/15/93 SITE PLAN MINIMUM PAID 750.00
04/28/93 P.B. ATTY.FEE CHG 35.00
04/28/93 P.B. MINUTES CHG 31.50
06/29/93 P.B. ENGINEER FEE CHG 96.50
06/29/93 RET. TO APPLICANT CHG (::;§§£:£§:>
TOTAL: 7750.00  750.00

Plorse stass o choek n e
amewnt @{ pser00 Ho:

ﬁb Z&nnaeg —Aé&a& °;aé
T Windoor, -V 12553

PAGE: 1
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PLANNING BOARD

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 06/28/93 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS
STAGE: STATUS [Open, Withd]

A [Disap, Appr]
FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 93-15

NAME: FORGE HILL VILLAGE - AMENDED PHASE II S.P.
APPLICANT: TANNER, TED

--DATE-~ MEETING-PURPOSE--=====~======-= ACTION-TAKEN--~=-~~==
06/22/93 PLANS STAMPED APPROVED

04/26/93 2Z.B.A. APPEARANCE APPROVED

03/29/93 REFERRED TO Z.B.A. TO RETURN TO P.B.

03/24/93 P.B. APPEARANCE (DISCUSSION) REFER TO Z.B.A.

- e W oA oa o



AS OF: 06/29/93

FOR PROJECT NUMBER:
NAME :
APPLICANT:

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

DATE-SENT

04/16/93
04/16/93
04/16/93
04/16/93
04/16/93
04/16/93

PLANNING BOARD

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS

93-15

FORGE HILL VILLAGE -
TANNER, TED
AGENCY~==mmmm=mmmmmm e e
MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY

MUNICIPAL WATER

MUNICIPAL SEWER

MUNICIPAL SANITARY

MUNICIPAL FIRE

PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER

DATE-RECD
05/14/93
05/14/93

/7
/7
04/19/93
/7

AMENDED PHASE II S.P.

RESPONSE
APPROVED

APPROVED

APPROVED

PAGE: 1



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING
DATE:_ ol 8, /995

PROJECT NAME: éﬁ%ﬂ: QZAZ 4244%% PROJECT NUMBER _#£7 -5~
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FORGE HILL COUNTRY FURNITURE - PUBLIC HEARING 23/

MR. NUGENT: The first public hearing is Forge Hill
Country Furniture request for a 12.47 foot building
height on building A, 13 foot building height on
building B, 12 foot building height on building C, and
14.67 feet building height on building D located at
815 Blooming Grove Turnpike in a C zone.

MR. TANNER: I will excuse myself from this one since
I am presenting it.

MR. LUCIA: I should add to that agenda item also a
fifth request, a total side yard variance of 13 feet.
You may recall from the preliminary that required side
vard on this is 30/70, provided is 12 which is
preexisting. /57, 57 total side yard results from new
construction. So that results in a variance request
at this time of 0/13. Only the 13 feet for total side
yvard is generated by the new construction.

MR. TANNER: As I explained at the preliminary this
project originally started in 1987. We got our
approvals in 1989. The approvals were based on a
height factor of four inches in height for every foot
off the lot line, that was the law at the time. They
then changed. We were told at that time they were
going to change the law to gix inches of height for
every foot off the lot line, that’s how this plan was
formulated and approved by the Planning Board.
However, after the three years that have transpired
nothing has changed and the law is still four inches
in height for every foot off the property line. So
this is what has brought us here. We applied for a
building permit and were denied because our building
was going to be too high. Rather than come back for
each individual building we'’ve incorporated all the

buildings in this application. The last time we were
here Mr. Torley, you requested to see the site plan as
modified. That’s the modified one. You wanted to see

the original?

MR. TORLEY: Again, it is our standard of practice to
make sure the Planning Board and we are seeing the
same things.

MR. TANNER: That’s the correct one at this point.
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MR. LUCIA: I believe there are five letters from five
individuals plus a legal notice returned by Agnus
Cavalari, all of which are in support of the
application. One of those letters is also from the
immediate neighbor, New York Palisades Interstate Park
Commission. They have no objection to the instant
application.

MR. TANNER: I also have a letter from Lou Grevas and
Hildreth who was the original person that did the
plans. They just state his recollections of what went
on at that time.

MR. LANGANKE: I particularly like the letter from Mr.
Moores pointing out that the project is like a real
credit to New Windsor in comparative to the glitz of
the American scene of fast food places. I think it’s
a very attractive project.

MR. TORLEY: The applicant was dealing in good faith
all the way through with the Planning Board and the
assumption to change the law going to occur before the
buildings were constructed, that hasn’t happened vet,
that’s the sole reason why he is here.

MR. TANNER: That’s it. There is really, there will
be no change to the character of the neighborhood.
There’s really no other feasible way other than to
redesign the whole site to correct this problem. I
don't feel the feel variances are particularly
substantial, if you compare them with six inches in
height for every foot off the property line. There's
also to be no environmental or physical changes to the
neighborhood. This was of course not self-created.

MR. NUGENT: Are there any other queéstions from the
board?

MR. HOGAN: None.

MR. TANNER: Here are some pictures, also. This is
where the building is going to be. You can barely see
a couple of stakes. That’s the view across the
street.

MR. LUCIA: Just to review some of the things we did
at the preliminary for the record, the public hearing,
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the heights are exactly the same as they were approved
by the Planning Board three, four years ago, is
that --

MR. TANNER: No, they are slightly higher.

MR. LUCIA: That’s because one building is a little
bit longer, is that it?

MR. TANNER: It’s mainly because we had thought of
putting a cupola on top of one of the buildings. You
have to figure that in, so it kind of throws it off a
little bit. The building itself would not be any
higher. 1It’s just that when you put a copula on
you’re going up another two feet or so.

MR. LUCIA: One building I believe is somewhat longer
or eliminates a notch because of the standard sizes?

MR. TANNER: Yes, building A is, you see there is a
little jog in the front. There was a corresponding
jog in the back. The changes from the original site
plan building B, it’s just moved back four feet so we
can have two-way traffic in that lane there.
Originally one-way. Building D was originally 800
square feet and we lengthened it by six feet to make
it a 1,000 square feet. 800 we have found is not
economically wviable rental space. People seem to want
more than that.

MR. LUCIA: I believe it’s building B at the rear
corner, the southwest corner which has an offset of
45.5 feet that generates the need for the 13 foot
total side yard variance?

MR. TANNER: Right, that’s the building we moved back
four feet to have two-way --

MR. TORLEY: Therefore improved traffic flow and
hopefully safety?

MR. TANNER: Yes.

MR. LUCIA: Even if that building had not been moved
back it still would not have needed a side yard
variance back for the original Planning Board
approval.
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MR. TANNER: Correct.

MR. LUCIA: Apparently just wasn’'t referred at that
time. But there’s no, other than changing the
numbers, there’s no new issue that’s involved at this
point?

MR. TANNER: Correct.
MR. NUGENT: Okay, do we have --

MR. LUCIA: I think Ted has covered his five factors,
thank you. I’ve looked at the deed and title policy,
there’s no issue in there that I'm aware of. You are
not aware, I assume, of any matter affecting the title
to the property which would prohibit you from
maintaining the structures concerning which you are
seeking the variance?

MR. TANNER: No.

MR. NUGENT: I would like to open up to the public at
this time, if there is any comments?

MR. ALAN KROE: The comment would be positive. I am a
neighbor of the Tanners for about four years. I am
Dr. Alan Kroe. I am a podiatrist next door to Forge
Hill. I like the way they maintain their property and
I can only envision it enhancing the area.

MR. NUGENT: Thank you. No further questions I will

close the public hearing and open it up back to the
board.

MR. HOGAN: Make a motion we grant these variances as
requested for Forge Hill Village.

MR. NUGENT: Do I hear a second?
MR. TORLEY: Second.

MR. NUGENT: Roll call.

MR. TORLEY: Aye.

MR. NUGENT: Aye.

MR. HOGAN: Aye.
MR. LANGANKE: Aye.
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FORGE HILL VILLAGE AMENDED SITE PLAN %3-/%

MR. PETRO: ©Next is Forge Hill Village Amended Site
Plan represented by Mr. Ted Tanner. Ted, before you
start I'm going to read just one letter out of many
for the members of the Planning Board. This is from
Ringtrue Airedales, Indian Spring Farm, Campbell Hall.
Dear Mr. Petro, it is our understanding that a
building plan has been submitted to the Town of New
Windsor by Ted and Jane Tanner and is on the agenda
again for the upcoming Board meeting on the evening of
April 28th. We have been doing business with the
Tanners as long as they have operated Forge Hill
Furniture. They are highly regarded in the field of
construction, decorating, interior design, antiques
and artisan facts. They have brought their expertise
to New Windsor that did not exist before. As such
they have brought shopping convenience to our town
that previously could only have been found in New York
City. We ask that you and the Board give a great deal
of consideration and cooperation to the Tanners to
insure that they may continue to be an asset to the
community and surrounding areas. Thank you very much,
sincerely yours Jay and Gini Dreyfus. I read that
because it’s one of about fifteen letters that we
have, ten or fifteen letters. They are all on the
same light. With that, Ted, please proceed.

MR. TANNER: Okay, what we’re basically coming here
for is some housecleaning to a site plan that was
already approved in 1989. TIf you look at the top of
your sheet it gives basically the three things that
are being changed. With regard to the traffic flow
originally this lower section down here was one way
traffic flow. My experience with some other
properties has shown people don’t pay any attention to
one-way signs. The street is narrow. You end up
having accidents. We revised that so there is two-way
traffic at this point. 1In doing that it necessitated
a couple of other things to the site plan. Basically
reconfiguring some of the parking spaces. They are
essentially in the same place they were in the
original site plan just changed. This section down
here was originally angle parking is now straight in.
We eliminated a sidewalk at the back of that building
to get the 24 feet we needed for two-way. Building B
which was moved four feet back so we could get 24 feet
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in this section right Here. Then there were a number
of changes, small changes to the buildings as far as
square footage goes. Building A in the original plan
had a jog in the back of it. We just eliminated that
and made it straight in the back. Building B, the end
of the building on this plan shows 24 by 24. It
originally was 20 by 20 but the building that we are
going to put on the site, it only comes in a 24 foot.
So we are kind of locked in that size and that
necessitates that change. Building D originally was
800 and I think 56 square feet. We added six feet to
that building. Mainly because we found that 800
square feet doesn’t rent. People want, usually want
at least a 1,000 sguare feet.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I got a different map here. This
building shows 1,056 feet.

MR. TANNER: Right, what I am saying, the original map
was 800 and something. As a matter of fact I can give
you an original map if you would like.

MR. PETRO: We have them here, Ted.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Then I misunderstood you.

MR. TANNER: Other than those changes everything else
in the site plan is the same. There’s no change in
elevations. There’s no change in landscaping.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Originally you were going to change
the elevation on building A, right? Is that changed,
Ted?

MR. TANNER: Not changing elevation. Just it had a
jog in the back right here. We just made it straight,
that’s all. There’s no change in the elevation.

MR. TANNER: You’re talking about building height now?
I'm talking ground elevation. We went on Zoning
Board. We received a variance for building height.

MR. PETRO: All the variances should be noted on this
map or on the map that will eventually be approved, I

assume.

MR. TANNER: Yes.
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MR. PETRO: I have approval from the Z.B.A. and on
4/26/93, Z.B.A. appearance and a variance and
approval. Also we need to have the variances that
were received at that meeting put on the map.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That can be subject to --

MR. PETRO: We have them on file, They just have to be
placed on the map.

MR. TANNER: No problenmn.

MR. PETRO: Also, the Board should advise the
applicant this site plan amendment application amends
only those items specifically addressed as part of
this application. 2All other requirements of the

previous site plan approval remain in full force and
effect.

MR. TANNER: Right, I understand.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Any landscaping on the prior plans
Ted, or not?

MR. TANNER: Yes. Would you like to see it?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: ©No, I didn’t ask to see it.

MR. EDSALL: Just for the record, we spoke with Mr.
Tanner and Bill at previous occasions as we explained
to them during our site inspections we’ll just look
for the same plantings adjusted to accommodate what'’s
happening on this amended plan.

MR. PETRO: Also, the Planning Board should require a
bond estimate be submitted for this site plan
amendment in accordance with Al1G of the Town code.
You can set that up with Mark. I imagine there 1is
already one in place on the original site plan.

MR. BABCOCK: I don't know that procedure was in
effect.

MR. EDSALL: It might have predated that law.

MR. TANNER: Does that mean we have to go through it
as this point?
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MR. PETRO: On the entire plan or only --

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: On phases. You don’t do the entire
plan.

MR. EDSALL: It’s up to you. If you care to make the
determination that you’ll just act as if it was the
old application, I don’t have any problem with it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It has to be amended to the
occasion.

MR. PETRO: Only the amendment portions.

MR. EDSALL: This has to do with the request for
C.0.’s when some site improvements may not be finished
that we have an established amount for those
improvements. If you want us to continue the way we
have been going is based on an old application, we’ll
do that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It’s an amendment. The old

application is still in effect, no more than an
amendment?

MR. TANNER: Correct.

MR. EDSALL: We will go old application. So you're
waiving that section since it is really an old
application?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Right, since it is an amendment to
the application. I don’t see any problem with it. I
will make a motion to approve it.

MR. PETRO: How about lead agency?

MR. LANDER: Since it’s only amendment it doesn’t have
to go to Orange County Planning?

MR. PETRO: Yes, it does, because it’s a change in
plan.

MR. EDSALL: Again, it’s discretionary. Substantially
the plan is the same. You’re basically looking at
some minor adjustments to improve traffic flow
internally.
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MR. LANDER: 1Is it our 'discretion?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes, it is.

MR. EDSALL: The building setbacks really haven'’t
changed. They were exactly what was on the plan or
slightly adjusted.

MR. PETRO: I think we would be wasting the Orange
County Planning Department’s time.

MR. EDSALL: I just think it should be in the record
that’s the basis for not sending to them.

MR. LANDER: So moved.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: A small amendment like this we
normally do not send it to Orange County.

MR. EDSALL: It'’'s always nice to have it in the
record.

MR. PETRO: Do you want put it in the form of a
motion?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So move.
MR. LANDER: Second.

MR. PETRO: New Windsor Planning Board does not
require that Forge Hill Village Tanner site plan
amendment go to Orange County Planning Department.
Any further discussion? If not roll call.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Aye.

MR. DUBALDI: Aye.

MR. LANDER: Aye.

MR. PETRO: Aye.

MR. LANDER: Now lead agency.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I make a motion to declare ourselves
lead agency.

MR. LANDER: Second.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded New
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Windsor Planning Board 'declare itself lead agency for
the Forge Hill Village Tanner site plan amendment.

Any further discussion from the Board members? If the
not, roll call.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Aye

MR. DUBALDI: Aye.

MR. LANDER: Aye.

MR. PETRO: Aye.

MR. LANDER: I make a motion to approve.

MR. DUBALDI: I make a motion we declare a negative
dec.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: ' Second.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made New Windsor Planning
Board declare negative dec under the Forge Hill
Village Tanner site plan amendment. Any further
discussion from the Board members? If not, roll call.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Avye.

MR. DUBALDI: Aye.

MR. LANDER: Aye.
MR. PETRO: Aye.

MR. LANDER: I make a motion to approve.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Disapprove or to approve?
MR. LANDER: To approve.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I got to motion to disapprove, we
got to do that one first.

MR. PETRO: Is there a second? Motion has been made
to approve the Forge Hill Village Tanner site plan.
Is there a second?

MR. DUBALDI: Who made the motion?

MR. PETRO: Ron.

MR. LANDER: I did.

MR. DUBALDI: I will second.
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MR. PETRO: Motion has 'been made and seconded. Motion
has been made and seconded New Windsor Planning Board
approve Forge Hill Village site plan subject to the
findings of the Zoning Board being put on the stamped
and approved map and the bond estimate is waived. I
think that’s the only subject to, Ted, is the formal
decision being brought in and also the formal decision
being put on the map. Is there any further discussion
from the Board members? If not, roll call.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Ave.
MR. DUBALDI: Aye.

MR. LANDER: Aye.

MR. PETRO: Aye.
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CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
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MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PROJECT NAME: FORGE HILL VILLAGE (TANNER) SITE PLAN AMENDMENT
PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 94
SECTION 65-BLOCK 2-LOT 43
PROJECT NUMBER: 93-15
DATE: 28 APRIL 1993
DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION INVOLVES AN AMENDMENT TO THE

PREVIOUSLY APPROVED SITE PLAN. THE APPLICATION
WAS REVIEWED ON A CONCEPT BASIS ONLY.

1. To my understanding, the application involves some revisions to
the proposed building dimensions and setbacks. As well, some
revisions to the parking space arrangement and traffic flow
configuration were also made.

The Board should request that the Applicant and their consultant
review, in detail, the proposed revisions to the overall site
plan.

2. It is my understanding that some variances were required in
connection with this site plan amendment. The Board should
review any such necessary variances with the Applicant, insuring
that a record of the variances are on file with the Planning
Board and are properly referenced on this amended site plan.

3. The plan continues to reference office, retail and personal
service uses for the site. Any other uses would require a
revised parking calculation on the plan, as well as an amended
description of the uses for the approved site plan.

4. The Board should advise the Applicant that this site plan
amendment application amends only those items specifically
addressed as part of this application. All other requirements of
the previous site plan approval remain in full force and effect.

5. The Planning Board may wish to assume the position of Lead Agency
under the SEQRA process.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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REVIEW COMMENTS

-2-

PROJECT NAME: FORGE HILL VILLAGE (TANNER) SITE PLAN AMENDMENT
PROJECT LOCATION: NYS ROUTE 94

SECTION 65-BLOCK 2-LOT 43
PROJECT NUMBER: 93~15

DATE: 28 APRIL 1993

6. Submittal of this plan/application to the Orange County Planning
Department will be required.

7. The Planning Board should require that a bond estimate be
submitted for this Site Plan Amendment in accordance with
Paragraph A(1l) (g) of Chapter 19 of the Town Code.

8. At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of
this application, further engineering reviews and comments will
be made, as deemed necessary by the Board.
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ZONING BOARD OF APQALS
Regular Meeting
April 26, 1993

AGENDA

7:30 p.m. - ROLL CALL

Motion to accept the minutes of the 04/12/93 meeting as written. a4ppeoVeD
PRELIMINARY MEETING:

SET uf1. COLLINS, ROBERT -~ Request for variance to allow garage to

For P/H project closer to road than principal building contrary to
Section 48-14A.(4) of Supplementary Yard Regs. at property
located on Jackson Avenue in an R-1 zone. (57-1-34.1).

SET uf 2. PARRINO, ANGELA - Request for use variance for hair salon in
f%ﬂ.ﬂﬁﬁ residence located at 4 Regimental Place in an R-4 zone. Not
permitted use. (49-2-3).

SET uf@._ PETERS, HENRICUS - Request for 3 ft. side yard variance for
L gAVex1sting addition, screened porch and shed, located at 13
0& Stonecrest Drive in an R~4 zone. (19-4-10). Present: James R.
Loeb, Esqg. R

PUBLIC HEARING:

,uyuzweﬁo oo
4. FORGE HILL COUNTRY FURNITURE - Request for 12.47 ft. building
height on Bldg. A, 13 ft. building height on Bldg. B, 12 ft.
building height on Bldg. C, and 14.67 ft. building height on
Bldg. D located at 815 Blooming Grove Tpk. in a C zone.

(65-2-43). 74574( S7O€ )//MZD a/)3 Fr

FORMAL DECISIONS: (1) MORII\K A//l;ﬂ_é—;éz\ )
(if available) ;

PAT - 562-7107 (h)
563-4630 (o)
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RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO

APPROVED APPROVED CONDITIONALLY

NEED NEW PLANS: YES NO

REASON FOR NEW PLANS OR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:




Palisades Interstate .
Park Commission
Bear Mountain, NY 10911-0427

914-786-2701
Fax: 914-786-2776

Scott G. Fish, P.E.
Chief of Design
and Construction

April 28, 1993

Mr. James Petro
Planning Board Chairman
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12553

Subject: Forge Hill Country Furniture
Appeal No. 9

Dear Mr. Petro:

After monitoring this project for nearly 5-years for
the Palisades Interstate Park Commission, I was surprised to
learn that it is back before the Town.

I was under the impression that all the approvals were
granted by the Town and based on this, the project was completed.

The Tanner family have been excellent neighbors on the
property adjacent to the Historic Site and I would like to see
this matter resolved in their favor.

Yours truly,

S

Scott G. Fish
Chief of Design and Construction

An Equal Opportunity Employer

O printed on recycled paper
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RINGTRUE AIREDALES

INDIAN SPRING FARM
CAMPBELL HALL. N. Y. 10916

GIN! AND JAY DREYFUS 914 496-3865

April20,1993

My, James Petro
Chairman, Planning Board
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, N.Y. 12553

Dear Mr., Petrot

It is our understanding that a building plan has been submitted
to the Town of New ¥Windsor by Ted and Jane Tanner and is on the
agenda for the upcoming Board meeting Monday evening, April 26th.

We have been doing business with the Tanners as long as they
have operated Forge Hill Furniture and they are highly regarded
in the field of construction, decorating, interior desigen,
antiques and Artisan facts. They have brought their expertise to
New Windsor that did not exist before. As such they have brousht
shopping convenience %o your town that previously could only
have been found in New York City.

We ask that you and the Board give a great deal of consideration
and cooperation to the Tanners to insure that they may continue
to be an asset to the community and surrounding areas.

Thankyou very much,

Sincerely yours,

\.)4 % !
Jay Dreyfus o vt el o e

Gini Dreyfus 75 »--;b%f ............

ce. o Bawnhee!, X574
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Catorors

Route 94, RD2, New Windsor, New York 12550
Telephone 914-562-5918

John Cavalari Frank Cavalari

28 April 1993

Dear Mr. Petro:

The delay in the building of the Antique Center at Forge
Hill Furniture in Vails Gate 1is not in the best interest of
the Town of New Windsor or the local economy. While the number
of restaurants proliferate excessively, the further developement
of a well rounded and diversified commercial business base is
being discouraged by the delay of the Forge Hill project.

Other areas that have encouraged the growth of specialty
shops and businesses of a more unique character tend to attract
clients and shoppers from out of the area, a potential benefit
to all local businesses. The approval of the Forge Hill project
would foster and enhance local economic activity.

Sincerely,
(

) L / /f;l
) /f',, ’ P /(') /,’
/;/’ e~ (Vv € clr—

./John A. Cavalari
Meadowbrook Lodge
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833 Blooming Grove Turnpike O New Windsor, N.Y. 12553 O (914) 561-7888

April 28, 1993

To Whom It May Concern:

Ted and Jane Tanner have been business neighbors
of mine for some four years. The building style,
property maintenance and general overall decor of
their property is an asset to our community.

Their plans to enlarge the "Shopping Village" with
buildings designed in the 18th Century mode certain-
ly blends in with the historic image of New Windsor.

In my opinion, not only will this shopping area en-
hance the look of our town, but it will also benefit
the business community as well.

I can see this idea being used as a benchmark busi-
ness concept.

Sincerely,
) """” ™~

/ Alan J. Kroe,D.P.M.

Associate American Board Of Ambulatory Foot Surgery
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ANTHONY PIR&LIA, D.C. .

Family Chiropractic Care

815 Blooming Grove Tpke. (Rt. 94)
Suite 106
New Windsor, NY 12553
Telephone: (914) 569-1100
Mr. James Petro
Planning Board Chairman
New Windsor Town Hall
555 Union Ave.
New Windsor, NY 12553

Dear Mr. Petro,

It is my understanding that Jane and Ted Tanner are
coming before the Planning Board for site changes.

I fully support these changes. I hope you will give
every positive consideration as it is a definite asset
to the town of New Windsor.

Sincerely, p
0"' M "l//U

Dr. Anthony Pirraglia

AP
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Mineral Springs Road
Highland Mills, New York 10930

April 22, 1993

Honorable George Green
555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553

Dear Sir:

it has come to my attention that there is a delay in the building and
completion of the Antique Center at the location of Forge Hill Furniture in
yourtown. While I am not a resident, I do have a particular interest in this
issue. My daughter has just recently opened a business at that location.

The area surrounding this location is now overpowered with fast food
spots and the "'glitz'" which is overtaking the American scene. These places
are fine for a great number of our population but they do not necessarily meet
the shopping needs of all the population. There is definitely a need for the
kinds of business being attracted to the Forge Hill location. It is my
opinion that, ignoring this need would be shortsighted and not in the best
interest of New Windsor, This particular area enjoys a great deal of history
dating back to the Revolutionary War and the setting for the Antique Center is
indeed fostering that flavor.

It is my hope that you will consider making completion of that project
"owner friendly' as it certainly will enhance the Town of New Windsor in many
ways., To be supportive would certainly give the impression that you and your
Planning Board are friendly to business, particularly business of the calibre
proposed by the owners of this tract of land.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely, ,

Dorothy M. Morris

cc. Planning Board

hsles &
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IANNER

Mr. Ted Tanner appeared before the board on this
proposal.

MR. TANNER: Basically, when we went for site plan
approval way back in 1989, at that time, the Planning
Board told us to figure all our building heights based
on six inches per foot from the lot line which we did.
Back in 1989-90, Planning Board told us to do these
plans basing the building height on six inches per
foot. We did at that time anticipate a change in the
law which was at the time four inches per foot which in
four years or 3 1/2 it hasn’t changed. We went to get
a building permit, we were denied. Our problem is all
our buildings have been laid out at 6 inches per foot,
“the designs have all been completed, everything,
essentially we can’t build anything. We’re talking
about Building B on there at the moment, that is the
one we need relief from immediately because I have a
lease signed and a time limit on it. And the one end
of the building which is shows as the 20 foot end on
that building, that is 15.6 feet high which would meet
the four inches per foot from the line.

MR. PETRO: But your first statement to me was the most
important and Mark, listen to this. The Planning Board
at that time told him to figure his buildings at 6 inch
2 foot ratios, this is a copy of the minutes now what
we’re trying to do here is not make an exception
because there’s ten other people waiting to get relief
from their 1law.

MR. EDSALL: How was it ultimately approved.

MR. TANNER: They told us to put no heights in there at
all. We were told to put no heights. -

MR. PETRO: Add a note that says the building heights
will be in accordance with the ordlnance at the time of
a building permit.

~'\
MR. EDSALL: Lou Grevas indicated on the plan heights
assuming that the zoning was going to change and what
the Planning Board says you can’t have that on the
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plan.

MR. TANNER: We’re changing it in a couple of months as
they say on there.

MR. EDSALL: What they said was that they can’t approve
a plan that didn’t comply with zoning so you’ll have to
say that by then it will be straightened out and it
hasn’t been.

MR. TANNER: We put the cost into architectural
renderings on all buildings in the place and what we’re
saying is that if we can get some type of a relief for
that building at this point. I have an appointment on
the 7th to come to the workshop and we can discuss the
remainder of it and clean up some odds and ends, I’d4
like to clean up anyway.

MR. PETRO: Goes as far as the height goes, you’re only
asking for relief of this one particular building. 1Is

there any way that we can do something there?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Not without the plan, you’re going to
run into one hell of a hornet’s nest, you have so many

people asking for that already.

MR. TANNER: This was‘already approved.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I realize that but we’re going to
open up--

MR. PETRO: This note says until changed by the Town
Board in accordance with the ordinance at the time of
the building permit.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So he’s got to go to the Zoning.
MR. KRIEGER: Why is this a Planning Board problem?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: He wants to add to the building.

MR. PETRO: The footprint is slightly.different.

MR. TANNER: Yeah, going back to this, you know we
wouldn’t be in this position basically if the Planning

-
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Board hadn’t said to go ahead with that, we have been
sitting on it assuming--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The only reason we did that is to
help you out with the State of New York, if you
remember correctly because they were giving you such a
hard time every time that you came to us with a

building, you’d have to go to the State of New York, am
I correct?

MR. TANNER: I don’t think you are but you know I think
it was more that we wanted to get this building up at
the time and we didn’t want to redo the whole plan
twice. They were going, they were going to change the

law in a couple of weeks.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Basically, why he showed the
buildings, when you showed it to the state of New York
because they were giving you a hard time.

MR. TANNER: We had resolved that by this point.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If this map didn’t show these

different building locations, every time you went to do
something, you’d have to go back to then.

MR. PETRO: That is aiquestion for me also, the height
of the building permitted right now is how high under
the current four inch ordinance?

MR. TANNER: Under four inch, at the 20 foot end that
is this end down here, I could be 16 feet 4 inches.

MR. PETRO: How high do you want to be?.
MR. TANNER: I meet it on that end.
MR. PETRO: Where is the problem?

MR. TANNER: This end, it should be 24, no, 24’6" at
that end and it’s 19 feet. :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Going to need a 6 foot variance on
that you need 25 feet and you got--
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MR. TANNER: If I was using the 6 inch per foot, I
would be underneath the height by 4 feet actually,
could be 28’6" at that end.

MR. TANNER: On the other end, I could be 24’6" and I’m

only 15’6" so using the 6 inch per foot, I’d be quite a
bit underneath.

MR. PETRO: Also just skip over that for a second, the
footprint is going to change in what fashion?

MR. TANNER: Right here just like that 4 feet, it won’t
effect anything, no. The problem is it’s a panelized
system and they come 24 feet wide and I didn’t realize
it until I talked to Mike that this shows 20 and the
panelized system is 24.

MR. PETRO: What’s the overall size?

MR. TANNER: 68.

MR. PETRO: What’s the overall length of the new
building?

MR. TANNER: 72, four foot more and four foot to the
front, it doesn’t change the footprint of the building
really at all, not evén encroaching on the sidewalks.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You still got to give us some kind of
plan for it. It’s an amendment to the site plan.

MR. TANNER: This is the building just so you have an
idea. As you can see, the roof is lower on this end.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Let the Zoning Board handle it.
MR. PETRO: For the height you mean?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes, that is Zoning Board matter. We
can’t do anything about that.

MR. TANNER: Can you do anything about the 4 feet?

MR. PETRO: Well, the board as far as the 4 feet if you
want to give us, he can give us a map of the new




March 24, 1’93 46

building showing it and can we attach it to this plan.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: He can make an amendment.

MR. PETRO: That the Building B is going to be changed.
MR. TANNER: Can I get approval for that tonight?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No, can’t do that. You’ve got a full
amended site plan because you’re going to run into
problems. First you have to go to the Zoning Board any
way. You have to show us that plan, we have to turn it
down and you go to the Zoning Board.

MR. LANDER: Suppose he goes to zoning and zoning says
no then we approved that building before he goes.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We can’t do that. I don’t think that
would happen, that they’d probably give you the
variance. We can’t do that.

MR. TANNER: I understand what you’re saying.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Newspapers get ahold of that, they’ll
crucify us. You can’t do that. You’ve got to get it

drawn up. We have to turn it down, send you to the
Zoning Board. i

MR. TANNER: I’ve lost my lease then.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There’s nothing we can do about it.

MR. TANNER: That means I’m not going to get a building
permit until first of May, they have to be in the 15th
of May. It’s panelized, I can have it up in 30 days
without any problem but if I am on the first of May if
I am ready by the 15th of April, I’m fine but--

MR. PETRO: Let me ask you this, if we give a tentative
approval upon Zoning Board approval for his height and
he would not have to come back here for the Planning

Board approval, this is so minor in nature, look at
this here. '

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I agree, let Andy talk.

o
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MR. KRIEGER: It’s minor but you have, you don’t even

have a plan, approve what you don’t even have a plan
here indicating it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You’re opening Pandora’s Box. Ted’s
on the Zoning Board too and it’s just going to say hey,

you’re doing a favor for people on the Zoning Board.
You can’t do that.

MR. TANNER: This will show the 4 feet, this has it
right on it here.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: But it’s got to show on the site
plan, we need a separate except piece of paper to
attach to this site plan stating it’s an amended site
plan, amended for building only.

MRS. TANNER: Can you approve it on the premise that
we’ll submit as soon as you receive the site plan
showing the 4 foot?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I wouldn’t do it, I can’t do it,
wouldn’t be fair. I realize what position it’s putting
you in but we’re opening Pandora’s Box.

MR. PETRO: He’s going to get the plan, get it made up,
get it here, we have to review it, turn him down so he
can go to the zoning. You can’t go directly to zoning.
City of Newburgh, that is not the way it is, I have
been saying it, it’s a complete wasted step.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can I say something to you that was
not implemented by the Town Board, that was implemented

by the Zoning Board. That is the way they wanted it
done.

MR. PETRO: Do you follow what I am talking about,
you’re wasting.

MR. TANNER: I thought it was ridiculous too.
MR. PETRO: I understand part of it because if

something is drastically wrong, we can look at it,
here’s a perfect example of time is of the essence so
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you can get an amended site plan here so we can say no.

MR. TANNER: The earlier I can get here would be the
14th and I have to wait until the last week in April to
be on the Zoning Board then I can’t get back here until
the second of May and I have to if I have to have a
public hearing, then I’m done. So I’m first of June by
the time I do anything.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: can’t do anything without a public
hearing, Zoning Board can’t do anything without a
public hearing.

MR. TANNER: We’re talking June 15, so you know, so it
is basically a canceled project then. I just hate to
lose number one economically you hate to lose business
but it’s tax business coming into New Windsor.

MR. PETRO: There’s ten other people that want this
relief from the height to start with and it’s a change
in the footprint, I don’t know anybody around.

MRS. TANNER: I’m not understanding the public hearing
bit.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: At the Zoning Board level, that is
law. i

MR. KRIEGER: Zoning Board cannot act without a public
hearing. They have no power to do it. They must have
a public hearing for anything, they can’t interpret,
they can’t grant a variance, they can’t say anything
about anything until they have a public hearing. That
is State Law.

MRS. TANNER: We'’ve already had public hearings on all
this. )

MR. KRIEGER: I didn’t say it made sense, it’s State
Law.

>

MR. EDSALL: I agree with Andy that it doesn’t make
sense but it’s State Law. '

MR. KRIEGER: I didn’t say it made sense, I render no
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opinion on that subject.

MR. EDSALL: We all had hoped that the relief to
multiple projects about the 4 to 6inch per foot the
nearest lot line would have been done by now. It’s
tied up with a bunch of other code changes and
unfortunately, this board can’t rewrite the law, the
only one that can change the law is Town Board or
Zoning Board by granting variances.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have been pushing for it for three
years because I’'m waiting for it for three years
personally.

MR. TANNER: I also have this one coming and I am
afraid I’m going to lose that one even if I started
today I’m going to be three, four months on that one

and those people aren’t going to wait that long either
probably.

MR. KRIEGER: If you have, if you think you’re going to
have a height problem here as long as you’re going to
have to go to the Zoning Board, are you going to have a
height problem here?

MR. TANNER: Every single building.

1

MR. KRIEGER: Why don’t you go now for all of them?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Why don’t you just drop the roof
line?

MR. TANNER: Then I have te go back and have a whole
new building designed from scratch and I’m talking I’m
out of my timeframe there.

MR. PETRO: What’s your average height there, can you

use the average height to get it lowered or is it at
that point?

MR. EDSALL: Again, I’m just télling you the way it’s
always been done is you take the highest point of the
building and use that highest point to the average
height around the buiding and that gives you your
building height as far as what’s allowable code says to



March 24, 1993 50

the nearest lot line.
MR. TANNER: Average height is going to be lower than.
MR. PETRO: He’s taken the worse case senario.

MR. EDSALL: Average ground elevation to that highest
point but then you have to realize also you apply
allowable height to the nearest lot 1line.

MR. TANNER: The nearest lot line Mark is 49’5"

MR. EDSALL: Which means the average height of your
building allowable is 16 foot and change.

MR. PETRO: He'’s at 15 foot there.

MR. EDSALL: Not at that point, the average height of
the building would have to be 16 and whatever, 16 and
change, in other words, if you have a building that is
stepped, you can’t say that just because the low
portion is nearest lot line.

MR. TANNER: How do you figure that average height, you
take the top one or circumference.

MR. EDSALL: Take theiaverage ground elevation and then
you compare that to the highest point of the building.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: From the ground to the highest point
of the building then you have to consider the lot 1line.

MR. EDSALL: The only average involved is the average
grade elevation then you take that elevation and

compare it to the highest point that is your building
height.

MR. BABCOCK: I don’t think the code and quite
honestly I’d like to give as much relief here as we
could, I don’t think the code deals with steps in the
roof as far as the average grade. It’s the grade as
the grade goes up a building you have.this building is
in the ground eight inches. )

MR. PETRO: Why can’t he build the grade up on that




March 24, 1993 51

corner?
MR. BABCOCK: It’s a wood structure.

MR. PETRO: Let’s try another route. What if we still
want to eliminate the zoning board and we’re going to
move the building over three feet, he’s got to come
here with an amended site plan, let’s move the building
three feet back.

MR. LANDER: You have to move it how many feet in
order to--

MR. EDSALL: What’s the height?
MR. PETRO: Five feet out, he’s allowed 19, it’s 24’6".

MR. EDSALL: Highest point of the building is 25 for
the height, he needs 75 foot off the property line.

MR. LANDER: He’s got to move the building too far.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You don’t have the roon.

MR. TANNER: You’d have to redo the whole site plan
again.

i

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Just need an amendment.

MR. EDSALL: What we’re saying is exactly what one
would expect if they had projected out if the law
wasn’t changed the site plan doesn’t work.

MR. TANNER: At all.

MR. EDSALL: That is the problem, the law wasn’t
changed. :

MR. PETRO: That was your argument to have it changed
that is why it’s being changed, hasn’t happened yet.

MR. EDSALL: That is why when this was reviewed, we
all knew that it would work if the law was changed.
And when Lou was attempting to have the plan approved
on the basis that it would happen and the board
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couldn’t commit themselves to it happening.

MR. TANNER: This is almost like deja vu when we built
this building originally we lost our lease because the
State of New York held us up for so long we lost the
lease and we went without a tenant for almost a year
and now we’re on this one we’re going to lose a tenant
and I’'ll probably lose a tenant on that one place. 1In
this economic time that we have, no one can afford to
lose a lease. To get one is dam hard.

MR. EDSALL: Have you talked to the Town Board if
there’s anything they can do?

MRS. TANNER: I talked to George this afternoon, he
said in about two to three months this will be changed.
Please have the Planning Board talk to me, I’1l1l tell
them this was all supposed to go through. That it is
the Town Board’s fault that it is not changed yet, it’s
not something that we contributed to at all but it’s
certainly affecting us tremendously.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1It’s affecting me too every month I

go into George and I understand it’s in the attorney’s
office.

MR. PETRO: You can’t‘/lower the roof?

MR. TANNER: If I redesign the whole building. Five

feet is a lot to lower a roof. This has a barn type
roof on it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: cCan’t have a gambrel roof?

MR. TANNER: Unless I brought it almost flat then what
you end up with aesthetically we’ve tried to do
something that looks attractive and I don’t just want

to throw up a building to meet a code and have it look
like heck.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We’re in a tdﬁgh position, Ted.

MR. PETRO: How about a letter from tﬁe Town Board that
they plan on doing something within three months.
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MR. EDSALL: If the Planning Board attorney and the
Town attorney figure out away that they can tell you
legally that you can approve a plan, I think that is
when you should say fine I don’t want to be your
attorney but I don’t see how the Planning Board can
change the law.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have been here 23 years, this has
been tried before, it doesn’t work.

MR. PETRO: Get a letter from either the Supervision or
from the Town Attorney to our attorney to alleviate the
five foot variance needed for the Zoning Board then
we’ll take an application for site plan approval.

MRS. TANNER: If I get that to you quickly then?

MR. PETRO: Next meeting is the 14th, you’d have to get
to a workshop, the 14th we have a big public hearing, I
told Myra before we started tonight we’ll allow one
other application so if you are going to do that, I
would get the ball rolling.

MR. TANNER: Put me down for the 14th and then I’11
call you if I don’t have it.

MR. PETRO: We need ailetter from either the Town
Supervisor, from him we need stating that the Town
Attorney will be in touch with our attorney to show how
we can make it work and it will be a Town Board issue.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Believe me gentlemen, it will not
work. The only way if you drop the roof line but I’1l1
tell you, can I say something if the law isn’t on the
books and Andy will agree with me, you can’t do it,

it’s illegal. Even if you get 50 letters from Town
Board. .

MR. PETRO: Let the Town Attorney tell me that at least
they have an out there.

.

MR. EDSALL: If you have that by the workshop bring it
with you. '

MR. PETRO: At least you have something to go on.




TOW% OF NEW WIND?OR

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: G 3 - 15

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: APR 1 & 1908

The maps and plans for the Site Approval\:;/

Subdivision _ as submitted by
;g(4&¢44, for the building or subdivision of
has been
reviewed by me and is approved [ ‘,
disapproved

If disapproved, please list reason

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT DATE
St
WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT DATE




INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 12 April 1993

SUBJECT: Forge Hill Village

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-93-15
DATED: 16 April 1993

FIRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-93-023

A review of the above referenced subject site plan was conducted
on 192 April 1993.

This site plan is acceptable.

PLANS DATED: <9 April 1993.

Fire Inspector

RFR:mr
Att.




OFFICE OF THE PLANNING BOARD -~ TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

NOTICE OF DISAPPROVAL OF SITE PLAN OR SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: %9-7 DATE: 3-X9-93

APPLICANT: FORGE HILL COUNTRY FURNITURE

815 BLOOMING GROVE TPK.

NEW WINDSOR, NY 12553

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOUR APPLICATION DATED 3 "CQC"C7%

FOR (SUBDIVISION € SITE PLAN)'

LOCATED AT §1S GLDO("’\:(NJ CPedeE  TPIK

ZONE C

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING SITE: SEC: 45 BLOCK: _={  LOT: 43

IS DISAPPROVED ON THE FOLLOWING GROUNDS: /o ildrri 775

AE z;'a'/va/ A- HA- C -D

MICHAEL BABCOCK,
BUILDING INSPECTOR
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REQUIREMENTS

ZONE c USE

PROPOSED OR

BLDG. HT. (BLDG A)
BLDG. HT. (BLDG B)
BLDG. HT. (BLDG C)

BLDG. HT. (BLDG D)

VARIANCE
REQUEST

/3. H7 Fim

/3 FT

AVAILABLE
Al
SET BAck He b FT
/5,53 ‘ A8 Fr
Sei e YSFET
15 Fr 28 i
SET faci 4§ FT
It F7 LE FT
&1 deck HO FT
}3.33 Fr RE F7

/2 Fi~

/4. ¢7 Fr

APPLICANT IS TO PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING BOARD SECRETARY AT'

(914-563-4630) TO MAKE AN APPOINTMENT WITH THE ZONING BOA

OF APPEALS.
CC: Z.B.A., APPLICANT,/ P.B. ENGINEER P.B. FILE

#] ZBA
§-12-4% |
SET vp For P/u



PROXY STATEMENT
for submittal to the

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

| e . 7 e d.  , deposes and says that he

resides at_ /< [SL ovpric cro vl ’71@(; ML) LepeDSOR, 44/
(Owner's Address)

in the County of R Al
and State of A 9€’

and that he is the owner in fee of )ééﬁ/a;z;'/?yz;cf [N Ll AL

which is the premises described in the foregoing application and

that he has authorized GRS o AL DELET M

t
to make the foregoing application as described therein.

Date: Y2 -2 e / 7‘///r~=>~\\

wner's Signature)

/ma_IZYéZ:imﬂzL,

( ness' Signature)

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED TO REPRESENT THE APPLICANT
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS.




B 1
.“M R
ORI .
. ‘l’
.

Planning Board (This is a two-sided form)
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 125530

AMENDED
APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN,

APPROVAL

1. Name of Project /g(—&’ﬁ //// //Z/V‘e— ~Anaioep P#ﬁEZZS"?BIPW
2. Name of Applicant {/ el Phone §Z/ /4/%/‘7
Address g/i 8/00”4/‘10/@0“@%/ /f/éa//%/téoﬂ /// /2557

(Street No. /& Name) ( (Pogt Office) (State) (Zip)

o

3. Owner of Record( l;}gg‘dzﬁ [QVL{E‘Z;QQ(BZ Phone §/é/“ 4’&/?

Address jc/mp as aém)*@
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)

4. Person Preparing Plan B}//// ////@7% Phone_ 54672-86677
address 55 0&(@53551&/4 Ave, 1/5’(/1}”/1/1&&’3“ W/// 2533

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)
5. Attorney Phone
Address
(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2ip)
6. Person to be notified to represent applicant at Planning
Board Meeting APPLICANT. Phone
(Name) ,
7. Location: On the 'jcﬁufﬂl side of 720(/«/%/ 74
; ’ - (Street)
400 feet___ [{JesV ( :
, ’ / Direction
ot Ol Forye Sl Jof
/ (Street)
8. Acreage of Parcel ?02 9. Zoning District C

9A.School District M@b%*"”g‘ib
10. Tax Map Designation: Section ég Block :,Z . Lot ‘7/2
11. This application is for 57‘9 P/al/l Qe[jl Sion— ﬂmavomr—w“l‘
To__gfteovce PHAsp IL S(7€ pLAY '



file:///yill

. . a

12. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variance or a
Special Permit concerning this property? o YES

If so, list Case No. and Name 316N NALIAWCE

13. List all contiguous holdings in the same ownership plyyveE
Section Block Lot(s)

Attached hereto is an affidavit of ownership indicating the dates
the respective holdings of land were acquired, together with the
liber and page of each conveyance into the present owner as
recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office. This affidavit
shall indicate the legal owner of the property, the contract
owner of the property and the date the contract of sale was
executed.

IN THE EVENT OF CORPORATE OWNERSHIP: A list of all
directors, officers and stockholders of each corporation owning
more that five percent (5%) of any class of stock must be
attached.

OWNER'S ENDORSEMENT
(Completion reqguired ONLY if applicable)

COUNTY OF ORANGE

SS.:
STATE OF NEW YORK

being duly sworn, deposes and says

that he resides at
in the County of and State of
and that he is (the owner in fee) of

(Official Title)
of the Corporation which is the Owner in fee of the premises
described in the foregoing application and that he has authorized
to make the foregoing

application as described herein.

I HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY THAT ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS AND
INFORMATION, AND ALL STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND DRAWINGS ATTACHED HERETS/&BE.TRUE.
Sworn before me this

er's Slgn ture)
/3Th day of _ CGuendi~ 1943 éﬁf /(‘/, g
» (Applicant's Slgnature)

FOCHARD W, HARDEN
Notwy Public, Stata of New York

Nomr&'ms November 30, 19053 (Title)
¥ Lwiuu\ W Heedomn
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PROJECT I.D. NUMBER 817.21 SEQR

Appendix C

“State Environmental Quality Review

SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only *

PART |—PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor)

1. APPLICANT /SPONSOR 2. PROJECT NAME ArenogD
dward C & Tane B é(nnwf F/Vf /7///%/9¢? PHASCTL

3. PROJECT LOCATlON
Municipality /V Bu) W i Hc/@ _ County ﬂlf il 47 €.

4. PRECISE LOCATION (Street address and road Inlersectlona. prominent landmarks, etc., or provide ma )
Mq/fd/\

G5 Bleommy Crove 7ok (Toute 94) New W

5. 1S PROPOSED ACTION:
D Now D Expansion mModlﬂcallonlalteraﬂon

8, DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY: j/ncueo}se %w*km on Sz?"-é g n h_() ‘f)’b‘fé\(;c {/Ocd
LU:"")]M 5‘17[6 Lor beHer a((esswg;/dy cn/cu";é %bm c///

ree
7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED:
Initially «3: 02—- acres Ultimately 2 0 2‘ acres
8. WILL PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS? /

Oves BINo 11 No, describe brietly 14 beti ol n7hg/?é7l Variance. will be ;/)é’t’c/ec

S. \jHAT IS PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OF PROJECT?

esidentlal D Industrial & Commercial D Agricuiture %’arleoresthpen space D Other
escribe:

10. DOES ACTION INVOLVE A PERMIT APPROVAL, OR FUNDING, NOW OR ULTIMATELY FROM ANY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY (FEDERAL,
STATE OR LOCAL)?

e e %:;;s?e";\y)(wdwr xl‘?é'o;\a,‘s ZB A ~ Bw/c/lrz7 /)6’1?4?4 YalNano€

11.  DOES ANY ASPECT OF THE ACTION HAVE A CURRENTLY VALID PERMIT OR APPROVAL?
E’Yes D No I yes list agency name and perml{]pproval

Town O /l/Qu, L WIJSN‘ >/67V4n1n7 Bﬂufﬂ:/

12. AS A RESULT OF PROPOSED ACTION WILL EXISTING PERMIT/APPROVAL REQUIRE MODIFICATION?
Yes D No

| CERTIFY THAT THE lNFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

ApplicanUsponsor_ name: [(AX}Q ‘\C// C /6( nnev Date: ?/ 2(3 {'/ 32

Signaturs: Q/W/C Z/I/:/Ilﬂ . i

It the action is In the Coastal Ares, and you are a state agency, complete the
Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this assessment

OVER
1

LRI

5/75%»6
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PART li—ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMEN' (To be completed by Agency)
A. DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE | THRESHOLD IN 8 NYCRR, PART 617.127 if yes, coordinate the review process and use the FULL EAF.

D Yeos D No
B. WILL ACTION RECEIVE COORDINATED REVIEW AS PROVIDED FOR UNLISTED ACTIONS IN 8 NYCRR, PART 617.87 it No, a negative declaration
may be superseded by another invoived agency. -

D Yeos D No . ;
C. COULD ACTION RESULT IN ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING: (Answers may be hindwrmonnu iegible)
C1. Existing air quality, surface or groundwater quality or quantity, noise levels, existing traftic patterns, solid waste production or disposal,
potentlal for erosion, dralnage or flooding probiems? Explain briefly:

C2. Aesthetlic, agricultural, archaeologlical, historic, or other natural or cultural resources; or community or neighborhood character? Explain briefly:

C3. Vegetation or fauna, fish, sheliflsh or wildlite species, significant habltats, or threatened or endangered species? Explain brlefly:

C4. A community's existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change In use or intensity of use of land or other natural resources? Explain t:n'le"y.1
C5. Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be Induced by the proposed actlon? Explain briefly.
C8. Long term, short term, cumulatlve, or other effects not ldontllloq In C1-C57 Explain briefly.

C7. Other impacts (including changes In use of either quantity or type of energy)? Explain brlefly,

D. 1S THERE, OR IS THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS?
D Yes D No If Yes, explain briefly

PART HI—DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be completed by Agency)

INSTRUCTIONS: For each adverse effect identifled above, determine whether it is substantial, large, Important or otherwise signlficant.
Each effect should be assessed in connection with its (a) setting (l.e. urban or rural); (b) probability of occurring; (c) duration; (d)
Irreversibility; (e) geographjc scope; and (f) magnitude. If necessary, add attachments or reference supporting materlals. Ensure that
explanations contain sufficient detail to show that all relevant adverse impacts have been identifled and adequately addressed.

[0 Check this box if you have identified oné or more potentlally large or significant adverse Impacts which MAY.
occur. Then proceed directly to the FULL EAF and/or prepare a positive declaration.

[J check this box if you have determined, based on the Information and analysis above and ariy supporting
documentation, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant adverse environmental Impacts
AND provide on attachments as necessary, the reasons supportlng this determination:

Name of Lead Agency

Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Title of Responsible Officer

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency Signature of Preparer (if diflerent from responsible officer)

Date
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

SITE PLAN CHECKLIST

ITEM

f;§ite Plan Title
:7ypplicant‘s Name (s)
_Applicant's Address(es)

_;7Site Plan Preparer's Name
j;%site Plan Preparer's Address
rawing Date

Noyuni e W
L] e & L]

" Revision Dates

8.4//;REA MAP INSET
9.,2

8ite Designation
10. / Properties Within 500 Feet

f Site
11../ Property Owners (Item #10)
12. , /PLOT PLAN
13. cale (1" = 50' or lesser)

l4. /Metes and Bounds

15. V/z’ning Designation
16 orth Arrow

17._ butting Property Owners
18. “ Pxisting Building Locations
19. xisting Paved Areas
20._3/E§isting Vegetation
21._/ Existing Access & Egress

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
22. Landscaping

23.:2frxterior Lighting
24._¥7Ecreening
25._¢f§ccess & Egress
26._{4Parking Areas
27._Loading Areas

28._/ Paving Details
(Items 25-27)

29._ urbing Locations
30._,/Curbing Through
Section

31. Catch Basin Locations
32./ Catch Basin Through

ection
33._/fStorm Drainage
34. Refuse Storage

35._/ Other Outdoor Storage

36._;%Water Supply
37._/ Sanitary Disposal Sys.
38.ﬁﬁi ire Hydrants
39._;7£uilding Locations
40. ,/ Building Setbacks

41 .x/A Front Building

levations
42, /Divisions of Occupancy

43. /4 Sign Details
44, ULK TABLE INSET
45.;21Property Area (Nearest
00 sg. ft.)
46. 7 Building Coverage (sq.
fte.)

47._ ~Building Coverage (%
Total Area)
48. Pavement Coverage (8q.
.)
49, «“Pavement Coverage (%
Total Area)
50. L7 0Open Space (Sq. Ft.)
51._gfﬁgzn Space (% of Total
ea)
52. « No. of Parking Spaces
Propgsed.
53.ng%i. of Parking

Required.

This list is provided as a guide only and is for the convenience

of the Applicant.

The Town of New Windsor Planning Board may

require additional notes or revisions prior to granting approval.

PREPARER'S ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:

The Site Plan has been prepared in accordance with this checklist

and the Town of New Windsor Ordinances, to ;%;\bes efmx

knowledge.

-

Licenskd prb¥essiona¥l

vate: 15~ Apnd /993




i | 1. REVISED TRAFFIC FLOW
- . i 2. REVISED BUILDINGS A,B,& D

APPROVAL NOTES: 3. ADDED PARKING SPACES |

1" L L T e )
The Town of New Windsor Zoning Board of Appeals, after holding a
gy Public Hearing at its regular meeting of April 24, 1993, granted
i the following variances for this Site Plan:
B : 1. 12.47’ building height for Building A
| e : 2, 13 building height for Building B
. . - EXIST'G18"CMP 3. 12 building height for Building C
i B s INV.IN=230.4 4. 14,467’ building height for Building D
| ' F //" EXIST'G 18"CMP INV.OUT=229.9 5. Total Side Yard of 13°
& _[ il B e INV.IN=233.6
{ N e INV.OUT=233.0 e’ Planning Board Approval of April 28, 1993, following the granting
'a ; U ” e = EXIST'G SM.H. of the variances, is for the Amendments shown on this plan. Al
- EXISTG g other aspects of the orginal Site Plan Approval are etill in
4 FZO 4 T INVIN=236.9 b e | et iade
| ,: et AINZ= . o ] . Tyq ™ ’
G / INV.OUT=235.7 e_ ‘\. 00 4\4 11°W 2.96
NG b -
Al \/ LAMPPOST/
; [ LUMINAIRE . (PN
f_".‘," 7 (TYP,CA (.)
.‘.V ‘3 .q.
& & ;
b - . s I
' e T ¢ ': el s LOCATION FPLAN 7 =7 0
E 246 5N' 3 | | 10%cmp s
;}: Yy e 8 _— INV.IN=231.5 o ey s
s INV.IN=238.5 A INV.OUT=231.0 1. Being a proposed development of lands shown on the Town of New
" UTILITY POLE é INV.OUT= 238, ’ Windsor Tax Maps as Section &35, Block 2, Lots 43.
g (TYPICAL) — o :&\' 2. TOTAL PARCEL AREA: 3.02 +/- ACRES
; ___i;?__,-__ L ! l w 3. PROPERTY 20NE: “C* (Design Shopping)
N S
= o3 Q> , r{? 4. OWNER/APPLICANT: Ted & Jane Tanner
- ‘0/ l Q" c¢/o Forge Hill Country Furniture
k. > f\ 815 Blooming Grove Tpke.
T : ::Ql <7 New Windsor, NY 12553
v,, ’ ; Q.’ §, 2 OJ S. PROPERTY DEVELOPEMENT: Office, Retail Space and other
ik 2 ; S st _ ELJ uses permitted in the Zone
5 AN/ 7 LHASE I = Qs 6. WATER SUPPLY &
| He N/F YN < SITE THAN C? f SANITARY DISPOSAL ! Town of New Windsor
p SIGNS g
b o Pt o e e = 7. Boundaries location of physical Ffeatures and topographic
[Q / N//— SEOFRLE OF THE lnformtlov'» shown hereon is from a field survey performed by
STATE OF NEW YORK the undersigned on 16 October 1989,
.’* (KNOX HEADOUARTERS) 8. Lampposts and Luminaires shown are laminated timber posts,
e . with crossarms (as manufactured by Ryther-Purdy Lumber
e e Company, Inc. or an acceptable equal),.mounted with hanging
(—-—-—.—_.—_—\’——‘\ lanterns Ffitted with 250 watt Sodium Vapor Lamps. Mounting
| _ height shall be 18 feet.
,‘ E— §! ?. Building-mounted fixtures shall be of the “lantern® type,
i | e 5 fitted with Sodium Vapor Lamps.
3R T y EXISTG
| e Y BU’Ui’gg;&:%mﬂ 8*CMP 10. A1} l:ohtl?‘glflxtur:s”;::ll con}n:n‘shieldingt devices to
, ik | ent "sp age" o on ad i d th
t!\ ___f%“‘.‘,. _‘ (TYPICAL) \ | / __7’\\:%/3/;7?2522 % ?';:\\’o' A ¢ o? Gt Y ?Ight.“ adjoining properties an -
T \ L = ol
(L_REQUIRED ) W 11. All water and sewer connection shall be made in accordance
with Town of New Windsor requirements.
)
, SIGN B EXIST'C Q> E 12. Unauthorized addition or alteration to this plan is a
PANT S.WIP/NGJ MANHOLE (]) violation of Section 7209 (2) of the N.Y.S. Education Law.
disus U DREL e e 5 ~TOP=228.2 13. :ropar'od pursuant to Section 7208 (n) of the N.Y.S. Education
¢ (el / '~ , .
BOTTOM OF SIGN 7'-0" ABOVE GRALE. - -
HANDICAPPED PARKING DETAILS ) =
NO SCALE
PARKING CALCULATIONS
REQUIREMENTS: Retail Use: 1 Space / 150 S.F.
\ . Net S.F. = 754 of Gross S.F.
: : PROP. Suf-L ./ Office Uses 1 Space / 200 S.F.
; . 8" Pyt T 7 / Personal Service
: "W = L( \ Uses 1 Space / 150 S.F.
! 1 ' L\
; 576'1% 151_54 \ o . “ Residential Use: 2 Spaces
: Bl Y / 7)Y, N\_DRIVEWAY EASEMENT
, /‘ /Oﬂf\, “t / ‘ B TO gORD,ON ‘]‘OT_ Building Use Square Footage Parking Spaces Req’d.
y / \ & e G B I s e
~ & & 4 X : ) { ; \/ o 3 i A Office 1,934 - 200 = 10
é‘ ~£ ; > 'Q)) &, l/ / é .
g o 5 FRAME : s / "G&v . B Retail 2,016
2 £ Q ~ o USE - VS c Retail 3,244
. & = / GREENHO , /\Qf fj D Retall 1,056
l 5 e E Retall 300
f £ ~/ F Retail 4,009
, FRAME SHED | ° Rt K.
= o : QD 11,029 X 754 = 8,272 + 150 = 56
> 8
Z <~ PLANTER A
Y < (BUMPE Dy ‘ E Personal 744 5 150 = s
”"Eb (ggmw GUARD% > ‘ ‘ = 7 Service
%)‘ ;i f%% 4 s "_"} ¢ F Residential (Caretaker): 2 A
. B ol £XISTG VS A TOTAL REQUIRED: 73
} e, 5 i‘ MANHOLE / / 7 TOTAL PROVIDED: 80
: o O - 24 ToP=238.9% / . [ Lis
N/F KNOX VILLAGE ASSOCIATES N D [ o \
' g | Housg | \
\, : 3 | | | i
‘\\ t\ Gg' A | . FPLANNING FOARD AFPPROV AL s
A X - ot &, Y B - ""'Cﬁu, T Q*w( ‘ ‘ - : | :
A\ X Sy s L oy ) b SITEPLAN, .. A°M" ‘. $
(=8 ' ; s 2 0 BY TOWN Oi ~ ‘ : .
| G - X | "'/!',»V,l/' ».17 rT : | ' ‘ ) -
\\/ ’ . N },.' f W(//‘J;‘: oo | ) ;J. 4 . \‘,"V f\’{ JON \"L { UN s < __é\.“ & .
\x ‘ CARME! ) DUg
g'spacds & /|
S ‘ NEW PB NO 93-15
/ B U : OKIGINA L . B8.NOQ.907
et f‘)r - . L
W - -
- ‘ ' ;., mu,{.n)' é*(‘ LAY T LAND SURVEYORS - ) 7.y PCANNE
525328 | : g LAND | JANE A. TANNER
L9 /a 20" EASEMENT N/E PEOPLE OF THE Jp GAGNEFSIRNE S SR, A i e FORCE HILL VILLAGE
NP 4 LIMITS—FROM STATE OF NEW YORK REISIONS & ACAD: TANPHIR
EXISTC ¢F /s L A A TIAAS / v "DATE | DESCRIP NON TOMN OF NEW WINDSOR ORANGE  COUN T NEW YOR
MANHOL £ Y/ . M.H. LOCATIONS KNOX HEADQUAKTEKS) F:.‘_g.s REVISED LéR Flainwing 1D - -
ol -~ A \ M /| | . & & / 4 4 Lrawr SRG
TOR=243.5 \p , /V‘\ T’ﬁ()l&kl., ARFE OVAL 0F 4/, Zb/*ﬁ_} { Lheckeq. A AMUMENLE D
: f Scale: 1730 A .
ot DEFSSE [l SITE PLAA
| Job No. §7-Qp8
N ———

Sg, 15 W7 9




EXIST'G18"CMP

- |
9 3 //NV.IN==230.4 ‘
& ﬁ EXIST'G 18"CMP /" INV.0UT=229.9
P] B s INV.IN=233.6 S |
f‘e N i INV.QUT=233.0 /
T[f EXIST'G i s EXIST'G S.M.H.
{/E e 18 CMP 1 g Wt
( ) o INV.IN=236.9 — e \__ Sl ;
[ _——=mry. 10 55 r. DURDY 42 S o S /
S e EN N Ys,D.O- ' oF S.H. — S B | 0] ' LAMPPOST/
l 0 B BY MeTRUCTION _——F L g CUS v e LUMINAIRE 9
B L e CON s > o4 7751 b (TYPICAL)
e —" Ox. LOC') cj
- /(APPR » @ /
~ R //—’1: G TER S 7.51’45 2 = / !
S 7% Q' // KR .EXISV "E - 41. D7 ~
246 4.5 7\/( w T W /AV’/N 616 5 * / 65 / EXIST'G
_— _ ———g—=mALE - 43 EXIST'G N 10°CMP
e o \ 16 "CMP S __— INV.[IN=231.5
B 0" w;\T‘EF INV.IN=238.5 %) / INV.OUT=231.0 1. Being a proposed development of lands shown on the Town of New
%/ZSOLE @ uNE(Tflz'ﬁn INV.OUT=238. é‘ Windsor Tax Maps as Section 65, Block 2, Lot 43.
/’ .
/ 2. TOTAL PARCEL AREA: 3.02 +/- ACRES
& \ . _
Q, LQ 3. PROPERTY ZONE: “C" (Design Shopping)
0
ey / l &. 4. OWNER/APPLICANT: Jane A. Tanner
% S & c/o Forge Hill Country
- < (/J Furniture
= ' § / 3 815 Blooming Grove Tpke.
‘o : 7y New Windsor, NY 12553
. 3 PHASE I & 5
/ @® we S. PROPERTY DEVELOPEMENT : Retail Space and other uses
[y N SN
L e 456 FLA Q- / N F PEO E 0 7_ permitted in the Zone
" / L
L k2 o o f & = THE 6. WATER SUPPLY &
T 72 ~ STATE OF NEW YORK SANITARY DISPOSAL: Town of New Windsor
] (KNOX HEADQUAR TERS) 7. Boundaries, location of physical features and topographic
2 information shown hereon is from a field survey performed by
the undersigned on 16 October 198%.
£1: WHITE , WITH 8. Lampposts and Luminaires shown are laminated timber posts,
18" ‘ 5 il . BLUE with crossarms (as manufacted by Ryter—Purdy Lumber Company,
'HAE—DI.C‘E.P—[D Inc. or an acceptable equal), mounted with hanging lanterns
o v AL BACKGROUND BUILDING~MOUNTED EXISTG fitted with 250 watt Sodium Vapor lamps. Mounting height
R PARKING -y o/
3 A LB 8" CMP shall be 18 feet.
Yo, PERMITy 32 INV,IN=226.5 g
L “'n,REOU|RfD-’~T,' INV.OUT=226.1 [lq 9. Building-mounted +fixtures shall be of the “lantern® type,
T - N fitted with Sodium Vapor Lamps.
' HANDICAPPED PARK,NG = Q, ‘q 10. All lighting fixtures shall contain shielding devices to
7'0J EXISTG "\ prevent “"spillage" of light on adijocining properties and the
? SIGN DETAIL #;PNngigz ) "halo" effect of upward light.
LROUMD —arX v 11. All water and sewer connection shall be made in accordance
I NOT TO SCALE \‘ with Town of New Windsor requirements.
/ 12. Unauthorized addition or alteration to this plan is a
violation of Section 7209 (2) of the N.Y.S. Education Law.
/ 13. Prepared pursuant to Section 7208 (n) of the N.Y.S. Education
/ ZONE BULK REQUIREMENTS:: ‘C’ 2one (Retail Uses) Law.
Lot Area Lot Width Front Yard Side Yard(s) Rear Yd. PARKING CAalLCuULAaATIOoONS
Requfred: 40,000 S.F. 209’ 407 30°/70° 30 REQUIRED: 1 Space/150 SF. in Retail Use
/ Provided:131,485 S.F. 282/ +/- *32.37 #12.0/58.46 40~ 13,245 S.F. Gross; 9,934 S.F. net (7?54) = é6é Spaces
/ : - Additional for Residential Use (Phase ) = 2 Spaces
oor/Area TOTAL REQUIRED: = &8 SPACES
X » / “ﬁ Bldg. Height Ratio o B
;) N LDRIVEWAY EASEMENT e (;";;:"”;"‘t'"; e e PROVIDED: 72 Spaces
/ % equired: . «~lo ine 0.5
/ q ( TO GORU'C)N LOT Provided: (see below) 0.10
¢ { , — (OVER EXIST'G DRIVE
\ - / \// P ) Building Heights shall be in accordance with Zoning requirements
\\ L]GS[/ // @ in effect at the time of issuance of a Building Permit.
oL 3 /
/ / / /\%é,gf/ * Existing Condition
781 4 <
IS =
\ /
Aoy
/ ‘\
e,
y |
/
EXIST'G /
MANHOLE ' / ‘
; , \ TOP=238.9) e | Ll
F KNOX VILLAGE A CIATE &' | - \
' ' / . LPLANNING BOARLD AFPROVAL
e ——
/ . £ '/’(M'm
[1{ 7 \ w&n‘: | |
' o - ‘ gA ) i
l Y\ ',-(/UV :
"/\’A,{,{ ) o |
(4 P U f
: ! ONE—~WAY _ W(’fr’k"‘syy(}p [ DONALD C. GORDON N : ﬁ
\ SN @ 1 0.8 & MARTHA A. GORDON N ;
\ \ : |
\\ . 1 :
\ \ pacés 4 . ' p.6. g 90-7]
N o &0 t 8 ¢ 90/
\ \. | L o 5 s _.
B e (). 00 ; Y e - 3 PLAN FOR
\} 582'53'28"W 1097 y ' A T \ \ «‘\’-ﬁ-‘f—]yg” ~ LAND SURVEYORS e JANE A. TANNER
> : / FASEMEN ] / 1i( '(*_Th F.C
AN * FROM i(FFEOLE CF IF B e mmmwww | FORCE HILL VILLAGE
e - A : TATE ()f - | Y'( ) K " REVISIONS - | ACAD: TANSHI
LXSTG \% » A H k4 A TI1ON s ‘ o DATE | DESCRIPTION [OWN OF NEW WINDSOK IKANGE COUNTY NEW YORK
MANHOL . o 5 e e T K W HEADOLIAR TEA S —— e ——— - bbb LA\ ARA 5 |
It 1= 24 ‘; o \( { v J A\ sy _ ¥ v 1 £ ?O. bfl,‘ GEN. Ke MSILINS J./L,vn! \{
\\5 : ‘ |2/11/80 | GEN G VISIOINS ‘fficek L )- ‘ r P ASKE /7
; | 24/90 GEN § S 2L Ui ¢ | v oy ’ -
9/13/80 | REMOVED BUILDING HEIGHT | 6 /B¢ SN REVISION ate: 2 Jan, 199 ] £ / /‘ L | A
! | KEFERENGES | 8/31/90 BLO'G LIRS ENIRY NOTE b No: &7 m_,‘ HWEET: 1 OFf




232 Dl
pRa;oSEgr/ = 18"CMP
1.6.502.00 INV.IN=230.4

< , INV.IN=233.6

b EXIST'G 18"CMP INVEI™ Nviour=229.9 DERAWING LEGCEND
P " 2:

| . 242 —— ——— EXISTING CONTOUR (2°)
=Y IN/ OSED / INV.OUT=233.0 ==
e ] ‘e L\ of ' e "RCP JES—— ———e——  EXISTING CONTOUR (10°)
oo \ BROP- 240
B EXIST'G 18"CMP e CONNECTION_TO N.Y.50.0.1, F— 240 PROPOSED CONTOUR (10°)
N N, INV.IN=236.9 L INV=231.0 SYSTEM REQIURES PERMIT
. INV.OUT=2357 v | \ e e Wi cai. PROPOSED CONTOUR ()
& PROPOSED DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS / | ol T ggj%g-g TOP & BOTTOM OF CURBS, ELEV.
4§ ON ROUTE 94 FROM N.Y.S.D.O.T. \| £ Lak o o )y ‘ i j
7 N PLANS. 1
€N 3= / | 16=240.0 TOP GRATE, INVERT, ELEV.
*‘//, | /'—_-238.5
/ Ve ’ ‘ I l F—242.5 FINISHED GRADE ELEVATION
{ DRIV i
~ ‘) : / i Vst CB CATCH BASIN
i A ) \ 10 "CMF
g Vs — 4 EXIST'G aon: — INV.IN=231.5 221 DROP. INLET
ya e i % SVY/ '“ljfy‘"f?)“,lf" v \ : G NV Ol Te 237 () 2 Dl U U f\v'l_-,.
- - “INTA 7 ~ - p 36 E)( T' / INV.OUT=231.C
' , o-’ - e e T \ e =238-7 A ST"RENE 5TORY 15" ST =t STORM DRAIN, DIR. OF FLOW
UTILITY POLE ) PROP' 2 & INV.OUT=238.3 Vi \ | 0 . SHALE,/STONE
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